From a mainly theoretical point of departure, an Ecological Citizenship has been suggested to function as a driver for the individual's pro-environmental behaviour (PEB), providing a more stable foundation for lifestyle changes than, for instance, economic or other external policy tools. In this paper, we take our starting-point in the notion of ecological citizenship (EC) as outlined by, among others, Dobson (2007) . Our objective is to examine the relevance of Ecological Citizenship ideals for explaining pro-environmental behavior, by applying unique survey data from a mail questionnaire sent out to a random sample of the Swedish population in 2009, specifically designed to capture various aspects of EC. We find that there are people fulfilling the demands expressed by EC-theory, that -compared to average people -individuals who think along the lines of ecological citizenship are more likely to behave in an environmentally friendly way in their ordinary lives, and that certain aspects of EC are more important for pro-environmental behavior than others.
Introduction
From a mainly theoretical point of departure, an ecological citizenship has been suggested to function as a driver for the individual's pro-environmental behaviour (PEB), providing a more stable foundation for lifestyle changes than, for instance, economic or other external policy tools. In this paper, we take our starting-point in the notion of ecological citizenship (EC) as outlined by, among others, Dobson (2007) . Our objective is to examine the relevance of theoretically derived ecological citizenship ideals for explaining pro-environmental behavior, by applying unique survey data from a mail questionnaire sent out to a random sample of the Swedish population in 2009, specifically designed to capture presence and strength of the various aspects of EC with individuals.
The current literature on environmental politics and policy is increasingly recognising that environmental problems have their sources also in the aggregated consequences of citizen's unsustainable ways of life (e.g. Hobson, 2004) . Following this change in perspectives, it is furthermore argued that properly amending such problems requires that individual citizens incorporate ecological considerations in their day-to-day choices and activities. In parallel, however, calling for a more comprehensive individual involvement in the environmental work also means that policy-makers face the significant task of designing policies and policy instruments that effectively address the citizen's engagements, while at the same time remaining within the framework of what is considered a legitimate exercise of political authority among the general public (Jagers & Hammar 2009; Matti, 2009 ).
To date, this institutional dilemma has predominately been addressed via a focus on incentive-based behavioural changes. Through the use of economic (dis)incentives, citizens are encouraged to voluntarily change their behaviour in a number of well-defined householdrelated activities; for example patterns of consumption.. This approach of changing incitementstructures from the top and down has been demonstrated as being rather effective when it comes to governing specific changes in behaviour in a short-term perspective (Sterner, 2003) ; and transformed patters of households' day-to-day activities are indeed critical elements for reaching the objective of ecological sustainability (Conca et al., 2001 ; but see Seyfang, 2005:296-298 ). Yet, for a number of reasons, the ability of a purely incentive-based approach to reform patterns of social choice towards ecological sustainability has been questioned. Its critics argue that minor adjustments of market mechanisms and individual responses disregard and even reduce public motivations for other forms of individual environmental initiatives, as people are encouraged to respond to the (fiscal) incentive itself rather than to the (moral) reasons behind it (Barry, 1999; Berglund and Matti, 2006; Dobson 2007; Hobson, 2002; Jacobs, 1999; Maniates, 2001) . Furthermore, by focusing solely on integrating ethical and environmental concerns within the framework of the individual's market-behaviour, it refrains from profoundly challenging the values, beliefs and attitudes underpinning individuals' established lifestyles, thus offering an "easy symbolic alternative to confronting the structural causes of ecological destruction" (Dryzek, 2005:132 ; also Cohen, 2005; Seyfang, 2005) .
Alternative discourses of individual environmental action have therefore been suggested by political theorists, more readily adapting individual rights and responsibilities to incorporate also global and future environmental consequences of private activities. Centre stage, an ecological citizenship 4 , based on the ideals of social justice non-contractual private relations and a non-territorial, as well as asymmetrical, scope of responsibilities aims at engaging citizens in a more comprehensive and values-driven rethinking of their daily habits, rather than mechanically changing behaviours in response to external motivations (read monetary or legal policy instruments).
Although the past years have seen an increasing amount of work developing the notion of an ecological take on citizenship and the responsibilities and obligations for individuals this implies, they have largely remained theoretical and only a few have attempted to address the EC -PEB connection empirically (Carter & Huby, 2006; Horton, 2005; Seyfang, 2006; Wolf, 2007 ). Yet fewer apply comprehensive, quantitative data for scrutinizing the existence of values-based ecological citizenship ideals among the general public (e.g. Berglund & Matti, 2006; Jagers, 2009; Jagers & Matti, 2010) , and systematically explore the strength by which these ideals contribute to individuals' pro-environmental behaviour. This lack of thorough empirical studies is certainly a shortcoming within the EC-literature that needs to be addressed.
It is also somewhat surprising as a range of other studies, primarily within political and environmental psychology, validates a central underpinning assumption within EC-theory; that the nature of personally held system of values and beliefs constitutes key factors behind the individual's acceptance of and behavioural response to socio-political phenomena, both in a general political context (e.g. Converse, 1964; Rokeach, 1973; Feldman, 1988; Zaller, 1992) as well as in the specificities of the environmental domain (e.g. Nordlund & Garvill, 2002; Steg et al, 2005; Stern, 2000; Stern et al, 1995) . However, these studies neither aspires to nor do they make efforts to operationalize and test the manner in which the specific ideals put forth by ECtheory affects PEB.
To further our empirical knowledge about ecological citizenship as a driver of PEB, and thus of its very usefulness as a model for broad public environmental engagement 5 , we need to operationalize its ideals in ways that allow for us to measure their existence and strength among the general public, as well as empirically scrutinise the connection between these ideals and PEB. In what follows, we first introduce the theory of ecological citizenship more thoroughly and account for how we make it operational. In the next, we present our data and methodological 5 From a policy centred perspective, knowledge of how the values and beliefs implied by the theory of ecological citizenship resonances with mass belief-systems might further be perceived as a requirement for balancing policy effectiveness with legitimacy when promoting a transition to more comprehensive environmental responsibilities for the individual.
considerations. Thereafter, the main objective of the article is addressed: what is the relevance of EC for explaining environmentally friendly behavior in practice?
Ecological citizenship: From theory to operationalized concept
The perceived need to fundamentally rethink the individual's relationship with the environment has been granted attention through a wide range of research, mainly with a strong theoretical focus (e.g. Dobson and Eckersley, 2006; Hailwood 2004; Lundmark 2003; Barry and Wissenburg 2001; Doherty and De Geus 1996; Eckersley 1996 Eckersley , 1995 Eckersley & 1992 Dobson, 1995; Achterberg 1993; Saward 1993; Goodin, 1992; Sagoff 1988) . In particular, the link between citizenship and the environment as proposed by the theory of ecological citizenship stands in stark contrast to the framing of individual environmental action as purely incentivesdriven, market-based behavioural change. Instead, EC-theory suggests an individual environmental responsibility that is based in interpersonal political relationships; broader in scope, aiming towards the fundamental reshaping of social-environmental relations and targeting lifestyles rather than single activities; and motivates behavioural change by moral considerations rather than by external incentives such as policy instruments (van Steenbergen, 1994; Dobson, 2003 Dobson, & 2007 Dobson & Valencia, 2005) . Particular scholarly attention has been paid the ambitious elaboration of EC made by Dobson (2003 Dobson ( & 2007 , in which a more or less complete theory of EC is fleshed out in the shape of fundamental normative and values-based components assumed to generate solid and long-lasting pro-environmental behaviour 6 , and in our attempts to make EC operational, Dobson's accounts therefore receive a somewhat dominating role. When reviewing the literature on EC, we distinguish four characteristic ideals relating to personal environmental obligations.
Social Justice
At the core of EC-theory we find the primacy of social justice/sense of fairness. In contrast to the remits of traditional political citizenship, some of the EC proponents typically use the 6 A short-version of this theory has been defended and discussed in this journal (see Dobson 2007) .
metaphor of the ecological footprint (e.g. Wackernagel and Rees, 1996) as a starting-point from which the balance of civic rights and duties emanates. The ecological footprint, and in particular the acknowledgement that individuals in certain parts of the world let their activities expand way beyond what would be possible had the resources been evenly distributed, underpins ecological citizenship's holding of social justice as its core value or virtue (Dobson and Valencia, 2005) . In other words, individuals are not asked to change their PEB with the motivation that they will gain personally from doing so. Rather, the duties of ecological citizenship are described as responsibilities for all personal actions that "always already" affect others (cf. Dobson, 2003:49 & 115) . Since all forms of behaviour have an impact on other individuals, the civic duties therefore lies in making these impacts as sustainable as possible and not to use an unequal amount of environmental services, capital or space compared to others. The main (or only) motivation for taking on environmental obligations is, thereby, within an ecological citizenship founded in a sense of social justice; an acknowledgement that it is not right to compromise others ability to lead a full life by upholding an unequal distribution of resources (Connelly and Smith, 2003) .
Although a change in behaviour driven by external incentives may very well be interpreted as an important tool for individuals aspiring to reduce their ecological footprint and thereby practise EC (Micheletti, 2003; Seyfang, 2005) , this does not by necessity turn them into ecological citizens, neither judging by the full range of their actions nor by the values or motivations underpinning them. Only when a PEB is guided by an intrinsic moral motivation, rather than a financial incentive, it should be considered an act of ecological citizenship. Thus, it is not just a matter of doing green things; it is a matter of being green in doing them too (Dryzek 2005) . Following this, in contrast to changes in market-behaviour, the crucial idea behind the notion of an ecological citizenship is the need for a comprehensive rethinking of those values and beliefs dominating the contemporary notion of the proper state/individual as well as human beings/nature relationships (Bell, 2005:182) . EC therefore also implies a political responsibility for citizens to promote structural changes; for instance through active participation in deliberations on the values that ought to guide both society in general and policy-making especially (Achterberg, 1993; Barry, 1999) .
Building on this theoretical conceptualisation, the social justice aspect of ecological citizenship is broken down into three components to be found and measured in the survey data: (i) a general sense of fairness; (ii) an awareness of ecological footprints; and (iii) otherregarding motives for pro-environmental behaviour.
Dismantling the distinction between public and private
A second central aspect of EC-theory is the claim that the distinction between the public and the private sphere should be dismantled. Inspired by feministic political theory (e.g. Prokhovnik, 1998), EC incorporates activities traditionally being regarded as the 'private sphere' and excluded from the public sphere (Dobson, 2003) . This is first and foremost due to the shift from Our attempt at measuring this aspect of ecological citizenship mainly relies on five items where the respondents were allowed to express their view on whether (i) politicians and public authorities should interfere with the behaviour of ordinary people or not, and whether (ii) certain behaviours should be regarded as a private matter or not.
Unbounded responsibilities
Following the logic inherent in the concept of the ecological footprint, EC is also concerned with obligations that can be captured as unbounded responsibilities. The centrality of interpersonal relations indicates that duties, rather than rights, are core principles for the ecological citizen. EC, furthermore, expands the territorial scope of these civic duties. From being confined within a nation-state, citizenship is now thought of as being global or universal in character (e.g. Jelin, 2000; Christoff, 1996) . The space of ecological citizenship is synonymous with the spread of negative effects that our actions have for others, i.e. the scope of citizen duties can be extended both across generations and territorial borders. Pollution does not stop at national boundaries and, consequently, neither should the duties of the ecological citizen (Dobson, 2003) . When making it operational, we attempt to capture the extension of responsibilities to do justice both in time and space, and accordingly divide the aspect of unbounded responsibility into three components: (i) a temporal extension of justice; (ii) a spatial extension of justice; and (iii) a large scope of obligations.
Non-reciprocal responsibilities
Consistently with the morality of social justice, EC (especially as elaborated by Dobson 2003; ) is concerned with the somewhat unconventional normative ideal of non-reciprocal responsibility. This suggests that the duties of the ecological citizen are non-reciprocal in character. Individuals should thus not be asked to take on new duties with the motivation that they will personally gain from them and be able to claim some right or benefit in return. Rather, the duties of ecological citizenship are described as responsibilities for all personal actions that 'always already' affect others (Dobson, 2003:49) . The civic duties therefore lie in making these impacts as sustainable as possible and not make use of an unequal amount of environmental goods, services, and space, compared to others. As implied earlier, within an ecological citizenship the main (or only) motivation for taking on environmental obligations is founded in a sense of social justice; an acknowledgement that it is not right to compromise others ability to lead a full life by upholding an unequal distribution of resources (Connelly and Smith, 2003) .
This also means that acts of balancing may be needed in order to correct an unequal distribution of ecological space, that is to say that some individuals may have to lower their negative environmental contributions while others may have the right to increase their negative environmental impact up to a certain level.
We suggest that this logic is probably best measured via an applied example. Thus, in order to measure the aspect of non-reciprocal responsibilities we designed questions focusing CO 2 emissions, as being a highly debated and relevant topic also when it comes to individual-level environmental responsibility. The questions concern people's views both on the responsibilities and rights of those who emit more than the sustainable level of CO 2 and of those who emit less than the sustainable level. To be in accord with the EC-ideal, respondents should agree that those who presently emit too much have an obligation to decrease their emissions to the sustainable level, but also that those who today emit less than the sustainable level have a right to increase their emissions up to that level.
Data and statistical descriptions
The empirical study is based on a self-administered mail-questionnaire to 3 000 Swedish inhabitants in an age between 18 and 80 years. The fieldwork was conducted during approximately two months from the end of April to the end of June in 2009. The overall response rate was 36 percent, which yielded a total of 1 057 completed questionnaires.
Because of the rather moderate response rate, several comparisons have been made with an annual survey carried out by the SOM-institute at the University of Gothenburg, which has an overall high response rate (close to 60% in 2008) and a reputation for good quality fieldwork and representative samples.
The intention with these comparisons was to examine if the response rate has severely affected the representativeness of our respondents or not. However, the general impression is that the correspondence when it comes to aggregate distributions of both a set of general political and attitudinal variables and a set of socio-economic variables is striking. The most important deviation of our respondents probably is that young people are under-represented and older people over-represented among the respondents. However, this pattern is similar also in surveys with much higher response rates such at the SOM surveys. Our conclusion from these comparisons is that the dataset we use is fairly accurate and representative of the Swedish public despite the moderate response rate.
The central outcome variable in this study is the extent of individual voluntary proenvironmental behaviour. The measure of pro-environmental behaviour (PEB) we use is based on stated behaviour concerning twelve different kinds of pro-environmental behaviours such as trying to save household electricity, buying ecologically labelled food, choosing not to use a car for certain trips and recycling household waste. The respondents are asked to report how often they perform various pro-environmental behaviours on a five-point scale running from "never"
to "very often". Since we rely on self-reported behaviour/stated behaviour, we need to interpret the results with some caution. This kind of measure is prone to wishful thinking and the data may be affected by social desirability bias. However, we are not alone in this. There is indeed a large literature relying on exactly this kind of measurement of PEB within the social sciences. It is also important to note that we do not focus on the level of pro-environmental behaviour among the population; instead our interest remains with group differences and with the correlates of pro-environmental behaviour. Primarily we use a pro-environmental behaviour index constructed by averaging the responses to the twelve PEB items.
A central control variable, typically assumed to affect both attitudes and PEB, is peoples' degree of general environmental concern (Ingelhart 1995), which we measure by asking respondents how worrying for the future they find a large set of different issues. Based on this battery, we construct an index of environmental concern by computing the average of three items concerning climate changes, environmental deterioration and a degraded marine environment.
Results
Before approaching the main objective of the article, that is, the connection between ecological citizenship ideals and pro-environmental behaviour, let us begin by exploring our first, descriptive, question; to what extent do ecological citizens, holding EC-ideals, exist among the general public? More specifically, this question concerns the degree to which the four above identified and operationalized EC-ideals are being established among the Swedish public? Due to the theoretical complexity of EC, and thus also the operationalization of the same, this section is rather comprehensive.
Most of our empirical indicators of Ecological Citizenship are based on seven point agreedisagree scales from "do not agree at all" (1) to "agree completely" (7) where respondents give their views on various statements that are selected as indicators of each of the four ecological citizenship ideals. However, in a few cases it has been necessary to use other question formats or response scales, primarily to ensure high validity of the data and make sure that we use comprehensible and realistic questions and response. This complicates our analysis at times, and call for certain adjustments in order to make responses to these questions comparable to our standard seven point scales. For this initial descriptive research question, we mainly rely on means, and the share of respondents whose means fall above or below a mean score of 5.5.
Those who reach a mean of at least 5.5 on our scales from 1 to 7 we, rather arbitrarily 7 , consider as coming fairly close to meeting the criteria of being an Ecological Citizen, at least in their minds and thoughts.
Social justice
The first EC-ideal, the primacy of social justice, is measured through three components: ( Lastly, to measure the extent to which the respondents hold other-regarding reasons for behaving pro-environmentally, this component needs to be operationalized through a specific case so as to avoid respondents first by them selves having to determine what constitutes a PEB. We choose to do so here by focusing private ecological consumption and asking the respondents to rate a number of possible reasons for buying eco-labeled products. Six different kinds of motivations were provided, of which three are clearly other-regarding and three concern other kinds of potential beneficial effects of buying eco-labelled goods. However, since 7 Even if the theoretical literature on EC is rather comprehensive (and still growing), hitherto endeavours do not enable us to derive a more exact span within which the responses should be considered "enough" EC, or not. Thus, we here adopt what we consider to be a rather strict definition (5.5/7), compared to how intervals use to be categorised in public opinion research (typically 5/7). Further, due to the arbitrary character of all such criteria, we cannot estimate an absolute level of ecological citizens. Rather, the main interest lies in which of the four core components are more or less fulfilled among the public.
everybody does not buy eco-labeled products at all, respondents also had the opportunity to answer that they "never buy eco-labeled products". This alternative was chosen by 16 percent of our sample, for which we thus have no observations on these three items. 8 For the remaining 84 percent, the average rating of the three other regarding reasons is 5.34.
Taken together, the first EC component, Social justice, is measured via nine indicators.
When including those who respond to a majority of these questions, this results in 1022 responses, with a mean value of 5.0 on a scale from 1 to 7. We can thus conclude that the average respondent tends to agree with this EC-ideal slightly more often than they disagree.
The share of our sample achieving a score of 5.5 or above on the social justice component of ecological citizenship, amounts to 32.5 percent. The reliability coefficient (Cronbach's alpha) of this index is .77 which is considered reasonably high enough to generate indices.
Dismantling the distinction between public and private.
Our operationalization of the second EC-ideal is somewhat simpler. It is based on five sevenpoint agree/disagree statement and is not broken down into separate components. The questions are designed as to tap the respondents perceptions on political boundaries, by asking them to indicate the extent to which they agree that politicians and public authorities should be allowed to interfere with the behaviour of ordinary people, as well as whether certain potentially environmental damaging behaviours should be regarded as a private matter or not.
The average of this index is 4.3 and the reliability coefficient is .72. The share of respondents at or above 5.5 only amounts to 17 percent in this case. Thus, substantially fewer people fulfil the EC criteria when it comes to dismantling the public-private distinction than concerning social justice. 8 To the extent that they have answered all other questions on the Social Justice component they might still be included in the subsequent analysis since we generally demand that people have answered more than half of the items to be included in a certain index.
Unbounded responsibilities
We measure the extent to which our respondents agree to the EC-ideal of unbounded responsibilities through three components: 
Non-reciprocal responsibility
Lastly, our attempt at measuring the non-reciprocal responsibility ideal in ecological citizenship-theory includes only two items, asking about the obligation to decrease one's CO2
emissions if being too high and the subsequent right to increase one's emissions if falling below a sustainable level, but is never the less rather demanding. In fact, as it turns out, perhaps too demanding. Firstly, we felt that we had to include a "no opinion" option for these questions, since they are indeed harder to answer than some of the others. About 20 percent of our sample has chosen this option for each of the two questions. Secondly, and contrary to the ideas of ecological citizenship theory, we actually find that the two items correlate negatively.
This means that, among people in general, those who agree that high emitters have an obligation to decrease their emission are less prone than others to also agree that low emitters have a right to increase their emissions up to a globally sustainable level. Although this correlation is fairly weak, it is statistically significant (r=-.11, p=.003, n=743). Indeed, the problem seems to be that an obligation to decrease emissions (mean=5.3) seems more logical to people than a right to emit more (mean=2.4) -even if the present level of the emissions is assumed to be very low.
However, since there are at least some people -approximately ten percent -who agree more than they disagree (5 or above on a 7 point scale) on both these questions simultaneously (in accordance with the idea of ecological citizenship), we still chose to use these two questions as intended in accordance with the theoretical model. The mean of the two items becomes as low as 3.8 due to the unpopularity of the "right to increase emissions"-item. Since they are negatively correlated, no scale reliability coefficient can be computed. Using the same criteria as for the other EC-ideals, it turns out that about 12 percent of the respondents score 5.5 or above. Although we have chosen to include these two questions in our general ecological citizenship index, we, in parallel, conduct our analyses without the non-reciprocal responsibility component and this since our finding of a negative correlation certainly cast doubt on the empirical relevance of this component.
To get a more complete overview of the number of respondents who can be characterised as ecological citizens, we finally also construct an overarching ecological citizenship index consisting of all the 21 items presented above. This scale receives a mean of 4.7 and a reliability coefficient of .86. When doing so, it turns out that in total, 21 percent of our sample place themselves at 5.5 or above on this index running from 1 to 7. As seen in table 1, in general there is a rather large share of the respondents who fulfils the requirements of ecological citizenship that we have put forth. However, before evaluating these findings, two things should be recalled. Firstly, a noticeably smaller share of people accepts the idea of dismantling the public-private distinction. Secondly, the idea of nonreciprocal responsibilities does not find much empirical support among the Swedish public, although a marginal share of the respondents appear to comply with this view too. Especially, we have seen above that the idea of granting low emitters the right to increase their emissions of carbon dioxide, lack any widespread support.
Tabell 1 Endorsement of ecological citizenship and its four core aspects
Let us now move on and attend our second question, namely whether ecological citizenship ideals contribute to pro-environmental behaviour (PEB). Recall that our dependent variable, pro-environmental behaviour, is constituted by an index composed of twelve different activities (e.g., save household electricity, buying ecologically labelled food, choosing not to use a car). To find out what effect EC has on PEB, we test three different models. In the first model, we analyse the EC index alone. In the second model, we analyse the effect of EC with control for environmental concern, as the latter factor has previously been identified as one of the most important drivers for pro-environmental behaviours and attitudes. In the third and most comprehensive model, we now also add several other standard control variables, for example socio-economic and political variables. If any significant effects remain from EC when controlling for all these other factors, we cannot reject the importance of ecological citizenship for individual voluntary pro-environmental behaviour. The results from these tests are accounted for in table 2.
Beginning with model 1, we see a fairly strong effect of ecological citizenship ideals in themselves (.44) and the effect is most significant (p<0.01). This result surely warrants us to conduct further analyses, and as mentioned above, we now include a measure of general environmental concern in model 2 as a main control variable. This is to see if ecological citizenship has any direct effect in it self -on top of environmental concern. We find that a rather strong (.33) and statistically significant (p<0.01) effect of EC persists. In addition, we observe a modest increase in the model fit (adjusted R 2 = .222). This means that by combining EC and environmental concern, we manage to explain slightly more of what affects PEB in total.
In model 3, we continue our critical testing by including a wide set of socio-economic and other predictors often used in previous studies concerning pro-environmental behaviour (cf. Guagnano et al, 1995; Stern, 1993) . Although the effect of EC diminishes from (.33) to (.23) between model 2 and model 3, when we introduce this comprehensive set of control variables, a clear effect of EC nevertheless remains. As we see, when introducing our broader set of control variables, the importance of environmental concern also decreases slightly. What about the overall explanatory power of our third and most ambitious model? In the bottom of table 2, we find that the adjusted R 2 increases from (.222) to (.283) when bringing in a comprehensive set of control variables in the model. When summing up, we note that the results rather clearly demonstrate that environmental political theorists proposing an expanded ecological citizenship as a viable route towards a deepened public PEB and, thus, a more sustainable society might be on the right track.. At least the way we have operationalized EC, our results suggest that individuals who think along the lines of ecological citizenship are, compared to average people, more likely to behave in an environmentally friendly way in their ordinary lives, and this in addition to other potent explanatory factors of pro-environmental behaviour.
What remains to investigate now is a more in-depth analysis of the four EC components and their relative impact on PEB. This brings us to our third and last question, namely which aspects of ecological citizenship theory are most important for pro-environmental behaviour? Our approach is similar to the one we adopted when answering question two. First, we construct a model where we separate the four EC components and investigate each component's effect on PBE when controlling for the other three. In the second model, we bring in environmental concern as an independent control variable and we can then see each component's effect on PBE on top of environmental concern. Finally, in our third model, we also bring in the long list of socio-economic and other control variables. The results of these exercises are presented in Both sense of social justice and dismantling the public-private distinction have a significant effect, and they are quite noticeable (.26 and .22) . The effect of unbounded responsibility is, however, non-existent and insignificant and the effect of non-reciprocal responsibility is only marginal (.05) and barely significant (p < 0.10). If we move on to model 2, controlling for environmental concern, a similar pattern is displayed: the effects of sense of social justice and dismantling the public-private distinction are continuously rather strong (though somewhat weaker than in model 1) and highly significant (p < 0.01). It is also worth noticing that -as was also the case in table 2 -by bringing in environmental concern into the model, the model fit increases somewhat too (adjusted R 2 goes from .187 to .224). What about model 3, i.e., when we also add the comprehensive set of control variables?
Well, as can be seen from table 3, this affects our results quite distinctly. First of all, as expected from previous exercises in the paper (read, table 2), the effect of sense of social justice and dismantling the public-private distinction decreases further, although they are still noteworthy (.14 in both cases) and remain significant on the 99%-level. Interestingly enough, unbounded responsibility now has a certain effect (-.08), although it is only significant on the 90%-level and should thus probably be disregarded. It should also be noted that the effect is negative. In addition, we also find that when bringing in the comprehensive set of control variables, we, for the first time, get a significant effect (p<.001) of non-reciprocal responsibility, although it is weaker than for sense of social justice and dismantling the public-private distinction. Finally we have the issue of model fit, which increases by more than 20% when bringing in the full set of control variables; from (R 2 .224) in model 2 to (R 2 .301) in model 3. This means that many of the control variables that we add to our model contribute with additional explanatory value to our model -in addition to the various EC components and general environmental concern.
Concluding remarks
In this paper, we set out with the aim to examine the relevance of the theory of ecological citizenship (EC) for explaining pro-environmental behavior. In order to do so, we make use of unique survey data from a mail questionnaire sent out to a random sample of the Swedish population in 2009, specifically designed to scrutinize the strength and importance of EC-ideals for driving pro-environmental behaviour on the individual level. Since EC-theory primarily have been developed by environmentally oriented political theorists, its arguments build on theoretical assumptions and elaborations, rather than empirical findings. Yet, EC-theory nevertheless makes a range of empirical claims regarding what factors serve as drivers behind pro-environmental behavior (PEB). The way we interpret the most elaborated forms of EC theory, four broader EC-ideals can be identified: social justice; the dismantling of the publicprivate distinction; unbounded responsibilities; and non-reciprocal responsibility. These ideals reflect values, attitudes, perceptions and norms all assumed to affect PEB in a positive way.
To fulfill our aim, three overarching questions were asked. First, do ecological citizens exist at all? This descriptive question required rather comprehensive elaborations to be able to answer with any satisfaction. We found that the two components that most people agree with are social justice and unbounded responsibilities. Dismantling the public-private distinction was supported by fewer people and non-reciprocal responsibility by even fewer. Finally, we constructed an overall EC index constituted by our four EC-ideals and we could then conclude that, according to our established criteria, about one out of five Swedes can be considered ecological citizens. Thus, the answer to the first question is unambiguous: yes, there are ecological citizens out there.
Our second question dealt with the issue whether ecological citizenship ideals contribute to pro-environmental behavior. We investigated this by considering if the EC index has an independent effect on PBE, which it turned out to have. Most of the independent effect remains also when exposing the index for critical tests, including a rather comprehensive set of control variables consisting of various socio-economic and other predictors. At least the way we have made EC operationalized, our results thus suggest that -compared to average peopleindividuals who think along the lines of ecological citizenship are more likely to behave in an environmentally friendly way in their ordinary lives, and this, more importantly, in addition to other potent explanatory factors of pro-environmental behaviour.
Thirdly, we also divided EC into the four core components to see which aspects of ecological citizenship theory are most important for pro-environmental behaviour. It turned out that sense of social justice and dismantling the public-private distinction are the two components whose effects remain stable, significant and most noticeable, despite the comprehensive set of control variables we add to our model. The other two components, however, display a different pattern. The effect of unbounded responsibility remains non-existent until we add our most broad set of control variables, after which we received a barely significant and negative effect (though it was rather weak). Regarding non-reciprocal responsibility, we could notice a more or less insignificantly and rather weak effect until the full set of control variables were introduced.
Having done that, a significant effected was again noticed. Both the latter results may indicate, either that these two aspects are not as behaviorally consequential as the others, or that they are not as distinct from other factors as has been argued, and thus need to be further theorized. Of course, we must also consider the possibility that we have not succeeded well enough in operationalizing these two aspects distinctly enough from other parts of EC theory.
To conclude, this paper has demonstrated that Ecological Citizenship ideals, among people in Sweden, are clearly linked to voluntary pro-environmental behaviour. This way of construing citizens' rights and obligations and the limits of their responsibilities, does indeed seem to add some explanatory power in addition to general environmental concern and a large number of standard control variables. In particular an embracement of basic egalitarian ideas of social justice and a dismissal of the idea of a truly private sphere of behaviour seem important for advancing individual voluntary pro-environmental behaviour among citizens.
When I consume products in Sweden I have an obvious obligation to consider the consequences of my consumption for people in the countries where the products were produced? When I consume products in Sweden I have an obvious obligation to consider the consequences of my consumption for future generations?
Non-reciprocal responsibility.
To what extent do you agree with the following statements:
(1 do not agree at all -7 agree completely)
Those who emit more than .5 tonnes per year have a responsibility to reduce their emissions to .5 tonnes per year? Those who emit less than .5 tonnes per year have the right to increase their emissions to .5 tonnes per year
